Worth looking at, but Screen has always experienced difficulty in relating its concern with theoretical issues to the realities of educational practices, and remains, at the present time, very remote from the world of most media teachers. (1) These words make up Len Masterman's entry on Screen in his useful Appendix, 'Resources for Media Education', in the 1989 reprint of Teaching the Media. But much has changed since then. Screen has been separated from SEFT, and re-launched from its new base in Glasgow. More significantly, perhaps, the field of media studies has both diversified further into a broader 'cultural studies', and settled into institutional niches sufficiently stable to make its self-image as marginal within the humanities and social sciences appear something of a flag of convenience.
2 film (and more recently television) and more general questions of cultural politics, especially as represented in feminism.
Even accepting these achievements, questions of the precise relationship between media scholarship and educational practice can seem problematic. For that relationship is troubled by at least three factors which aggravate the delicate interconnections needed between the theoretical emphasis of film and media research and the pedagogic emphasis required in teaching. The three factors I have in mind are:
1.
The largely unexplored educational consequences of shifts in theoretical positions within media studies. Such shifts follow from self-critiques within the discipline, and a move away from a relatively unified theory-paradigm towards far more disparate (often philosophically irreconcilable) approaches.
2.
The continuing pre-eminence of university/college-level discussion and theory, as opposed to school-based work. This has had the effect of marginalising debate, as regards school curriculum development, over the relative merits of specialised 'media studies' and more general or cross-curricular 'media education'.
3.
The changing relations between media studies and cognate disciplines, such as English studies and sociology. All of these fields have significantly altered over the last two decades.
In this article, I explore a number of current difficulties of definition and practice within media studies. I suggest that, collectively, these may give rise to a sudden 'crisis of confidence' in the field. After assessing the relationship between media studies and other fields, especially English studies, I comment on three problems in media studies 3 in particular: issues of analytic method, issues of history and issues of language. Work in each of these areas has been made more rather than less problematic, as the result of media studies' evident aim of disentangling itself from the baggage of those disciplines from which it emerged historically. I do not suggest that media studies are therefore without value. Far from it: the need is overwhelming. But agreeing on the existence of a need does not guarantee the suitability of existing responses to that need -hence the questions I want to ask.
Historical backdrop: the rise of media studies
No two-page summary of the history of an academic field -even of a relatively short history, such as that of media studies -could be presented without recognition of its inevitable reductivism. But neither is any apology needed for presenting points for argument in the form of schematic historical narration, given that fuller accounts -at least of Anglo-American developments -are readily available (2) . Reductivism is especially likely, in fact, in the case of media studies. It is made almost inevitable by a diversity of aims, methods and applications; by differences in institutional arrangements, such as the difference between British and American traditions; and by the deep divide which exists between school and university programmes.
But there is something more surprising than the diversity, given the history.
Media studies is still as clearly describable in terms of what it has taken along -or thrown off -in its emergence from other fields (especially English studies and sociology) as in terms of its own current aims, methods or other defining properties.
From English into film studies and media studies
As is well known, some early versions of media studies defined themselves in relation As such canons are formed through repeated selection of the same works for scholarly analysis and for inclusion in syllabuses, they can begin to sit uncomfortably with some of the larger theses about postmodernism developed from them. Paradoxically the new configurations of texts can obscure one of the main interests which inspired them, interest in the process of (and often overdetermined reasons for) selecting texts in any particular way in a course or syllabus.
Arguably, as a result, when either a 'popular culture' or 'film culture' agenda is inscribed in a media studies syllabus, this is likely to represent an outcome of a process of historical and theoretical argument as much as any traditional canonical syllabus can be said to derive from an implicit theoretical position or agenda. Whereas Williams's arguments ranged across many forms and centuries (exactly work within a 'long revolution'), a 'popular culture' approach, especially if it deals primarily with twentieth-century materials, tends to presuppose a process of historical critique in order to act on its contemporary implications. Even where canonicity within film history is explicitly considered, for instance, discussion is almost inevitably separated from serious investigation of the much longer relevant histories of books and publishing, or of theatre -let alone the history of styles of oral discourse. English may now be a good idea.
Out of Sociology
During the same early phase in the history of media studies ( By drawing on works of the Frankfurt school, too, and later on Althusser, cultural studies was able to mark out a critical element previously undervalued in sociological research: it injected a needed theoretical dimension into established empirical and ethnographic methodologies.
What is perhaps most significant in this strand in the history of media studies is the way it has emphasised concern with the relationship between texts, sub-cultures, institutions and ideologies: a concern that, despite a long history of Marxist literary criticism, was struggling to appear at all back in English studies, where literary and non-literary texts might, in different circumstances, have reasonably been expected to be studied in analogous ways (7). The development of cultural studies approaches has foregrounded recognition of media as social and institutional -specifically as social institutions caught up in the economic and political relations of modern industrial and post-industrial societies. As a consequence of such work, it has become difficult to see cultural forms (whether films, radio programmes, CDs or T-shirt designs) as individual texts for discrete interpretation, as in the traditional emphases of English studies.
Here again, a dialectical relation between media studies and the disciplines from which it emerges can be seen. As regards English, the fact that books are things produced, published and marketed, with analysable social profiles of readerships and a variety of different social uses (for reading on the train, in the seminar room, at bedtime, etc.) has become much more of an issue for English as a result of audience 
Practical work and training
One of the main, formative difficulties of media studies has been its ways of relating reflective theory and ongoing practice -or, to put things a slightly different way, its ways of deciding whether 'practice' in a study programme means learning a theory;
performing critical discourse analysis on given texts or institutions; researching an industry; or making films and tapes.
It is therefore significant that the third, 'vocational' tradition in media education -technical training, either in specialist film schools, or more generally in school education -is often considered a poor relation. This is the case not only literally (in that it is widely under-resourced); it is sometimes also thought to be tainted by its closeness to professional training for the industry, and with the development of instrumental 'skills' rather than those of critique. The 'poor relation' status is typically reflected in how practical components are made to fit with critical elements in syllabuses, and in what proportion. It can also be seen in the way that it is very often different (and generally less senior) members of staff who are involved in practical teaching, and that different external examiners are often called in to assess student work. In Britain, the unequal relationship is also clear in the way that practical media work has come to prominence far more in Further Education College 'Communications' teaching than in university departments. Despite this unequal relationship with the other traditions of media studies, practical work nevertheless provides much of the inspiration among students to take communications and media courses. It is also implicitly, or for many students explicitly, connected with the possibility of media employment; and dissatisfaction is sometimes expressed by students where the gap between media studies courses and potential media employers is too openly revealed.
The history of the 'training' dimension of media work, which at university-level is more widespread in the United States than in Britain, is one of uneven development.
Re-living many of the difficulties faced by writing and journalism courses in higher education, courses in film-making gradually emerged in institutions such as the National Film School, in some polytechnics and colleges of art, and as postgraduate courses at a number of universities. During the same period, practical media work in schools was increasingly recognised as of value as 'creative expression' (it was given early praise, for instance, in the 1963 Newsom Report); and small-scale creative work gradually developed in the context of 'progressivist' or 'New English' approaches to forms. Popular cultural texts are critically celebrated, but not actively contributed to.
Instead active contribution continues more to reflect a tendency towards irony in popular culture prevalent in theory, and so rejoins avant-garde practice -in effect largely side-stepping recurrent theoretical questions of value when it comes to making, rather than commenting.
How many directions in media studies?
The general point of the brief sketch presented here -with all its omissions and tendency towards caricature -is a self-evident, but often neglected one. Media studies programmes (like programmes in virtually all other academic fields) are composites, having forged apparently distinct identities out of a range of often contradictory materials in an overdetermined history. The current phase of media education work, with its further sub-specialisations (e.g. the separation of film studies from media studies, and from cultural studies), is one of internal reorganisation and refinement; but in that process of specialisation a range of more foundational issues in the history return.
It is arguable, for instance, that in the process of media studies disentangling itself from work within disciplines such as English and sociology, new pedagogic problems have been exposed as much as older problems resolved. This is the result of the way that the selectiveness which underpins further specialisation has the effect of narrowing down the set of questions likely to be asked even as, historically, the field of What is in question is not just how the history is told, but how that telling shapes the pedagogic practice of media teachers. Importantly, there are inherited frameworks and vocabularies which can easily become, in teaching, not only separated from the history of their development, but also detached from the intellectual frameworks or contexts of practice in which they make sense. If such ideas are not to be presented dogmatically, then supporting frameworks -e.g. for concepts derived from psychoanalysis and semiology -need to be introduced within a broader history of ideas;
specifically, theoretical concepts need to be worked through in comparison with other, conflicting accounts and approaches -not all of which are self-evidently misguided or politically reactionary. One justification for keeping the history short is that it is not possible to study everything; so boundaries must be set. But boundaries not only limit, they also constitute. Opportunities for making connections and contrasts can be lost when a programme reduces historical scale. Nor can it be assumed that students -at whatever levels of an education system -will have acquired the larger history from other subjects they are studying (the relation of film history to the histories of the press and of theatre Despite exposure of the need to look in much greater detail at elements which make up the composite discourse of film and television, the relatively marginal field of media stylistics has still not come to any prominence in media studies, at least in higher education. Indeed, given the persistent idea in theories of narrative of the image-track as a kind of metalanguage or 'truthful discourse', it is reasonable to maintain that there is still a symptomatic inattention in media studies to soundtrack. (12) This is the case despite the way in which practitioners in the industry refer to many genres of television as merely 'radio with pictures'. As regards debate over television advertising, too, relatively little interest has been shown in, for example, Michael Geis's The Language of Television Advertising, which relates questions of responsibility for claims made in 27 advertisements to systematic -if now dated -analysis of pragmatic inference, seeking to relate the level of textual analysis to questions of intervention in law and social policy.
(13) Media studies can become so involved in investigating the language of cinema that it no longer sees itself as needing to talk precisely about language in cinema.
To check whether this is actually a problem, it can be useful to discuss with students the specific meanings created by intonation in a given stretch of dialogue, or One argument for not pursuing this kind of linguistic analysis is that students will already possess skills for descriptive language-work before they examine media texts in specialist courses. But this is a disingenuous position. Not only does it fail to reflect most media studies teachers' experience, it views awareness about discourse as something decisively acquired, rather than something to be cumulatively explored. It also underestimates the extent to which investigations of recorded dialogue require as much delicacy as analyses of other aspects of film or television 'language'. A more precise form of the same argument, effectively for not giving time to such work in university programmes, is that recent emphasis on oracy in schools -where speaking and listening have now been incorporated into curricula -will enable students to connect their school-work on kinds of spoken discourse generally with media discourse in particular. A difficulty then arises, however -in what is for media studies another 'generation' question -as students who have been schooled in analysis of spoken discourse move on to university: how will media studies teachers in universities respond to the insights and frameworks of discussion students bring to class, when their own analytic terminology regarding discourse operates within so specialised, or circumscribed, parameters)?
Prospects
My argument is this: the force and decisiveness of media studies' separations from the While this argument certainly makes a case for media studies, it is a case for media studies in a broad form which interconnects with English and cultural studies.
The other argument is that the specialised theoretical understanding which has This is the context which, in my view, suggests that a crisis of confidence in media studies might in the long term prove beneficial, especially in universities. Faced with the complexities of defining specific aims and methods in advanced media studies, programmes appear to need, at least temporarily, exactly what media studies struggled with English and sociology to get away from: a broader range of fundamentally different positions seriously and openly argued for and taken up, and which therefore allow for a more genuinely dialogic mode of pedagogy. One way to achieve this is through closer connections between sociology, English and cultural studies than are typically the case at present. The exact forms of such cooperation and realignment are something that could only be worked out when discussion has already taken place over areas of common interest. What seems at least as likely, however, is that division between secondary and university perspectives on media studies -and between media studies lecturers, on the one hand, and English and sociology lecturers, on the other -may virtually paralyse the field at the very time when the need and demand for it, as seen from outside -as well as the challenges within it -are greatest.
NOTES
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